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The primary intent of this paper is to examine the effect
of spatial, motivational, and leadership factors upon the
performance-productivity of the staff of the Georgia Education
Improvement Council, An attempt has been made to highlight
the type of problems encountered by the staff due to inadequate
work space and to show how motivational and leadership factors
have contained this spatial difficulty.
The main sources of information were observations made
during a twelve-v/eek internship with the Georgia Education
Improvement Council in the summer of 1978, direct interviews
granted by the members of the agency's staff, and the responses
they gave to questionnaires. Secondary information was
obtained from various magazines and books such as: Psychology
Today, Nature, Leadership and Productivity, Improving Total
Productivity. Classics of Organizational Behavior. The Scanlon
V/ay to Improved Productivity: A Practical Guide, Personnel
Administration: A Point of Viev/ and A Method, and Crov/ding
and Behavior.
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V/orker performance-productivity has heen the concern of
management since the evolution of organizations. Dowm through
the decades, this phenomenon has been studied from various
points of view. Researchers have manipulated factors in the
worker's environment in an attempt to isolate their effects
upon the quality and quantity of worker output.
The information supplied by these'research undertakings
brought into focus points that were important to the advance¬
ment of a developing"management science." Yet, with all the
work done in this area, little investigation has been directed
toward the examination of the effects of limited space, either
in isolation or in combination v/ith other factors, upon worker
performance-productivity. Since the United States is faced
with an ever-growing work force and increasingly limited room
for architectural expansion, this seems to be an area that
constitutes a need for further study. The purpose of this
study, therefore, is to examine the effect of Inadequate work
space, along with the motivational and leadership factors,
upon the performance of a specific group of workers.
II. PROBLEM ABB ITS SETTING
Background of the Agency.
The Georgia Education Improvement Council was created
as an agency of the legislative Branch of State Government
in 1972, having served prior to that time as an agency of
the Executive Branch since 1964. In keeping v/ith its
legislative responsibilities, the Council membership was
also amended in 1972. The Council is composed of ten
members: the President of the Senate, the Speaker of the
House of Representatives, two Representatives appointed by
the Speaker, two Senators appointed by the President of
The Senate, the Chairman of the Education Committees of
the House and Senate, the Chairman of the Higher:Education
Committee of the Senate, and the Chairman of the House
University Systems of Georgia Committee. . . .^
Hov/ever, the staff of the Council, the subject of this study,
is a group of seven individuals: an executive director, four
researcher, and tv/o secretaries housed in a five-room office
suite. The staff's size and circumstance allowed for obser¬
vation of the group in its natural setting.
The primary duty of the Georgia Education Improvement
Council is to study the eduoational needs in Georgia in
order to assist the General Assembly in connection with
educational matters. This charge is given in further
clarification in the lav/ (See Appendix A) in v/hich the
staff is directed to perform research and otherwise
provide assistance for members of the General Assembly and
committees thereof, and carry out other duties as may be
directed by the Council.
The Georgia Education Improvement Council's objective
is accomplished through studies of nresent problems and
identification of long-range needs in education, coopera¬
tive nrojects, and studies with public and private non¬
profit educational agencies and institutions of educational
data, and supportive and consultative services supplied on




request to educational agencies, legislative comroittees,
■ and educational institutions. , . ,
During the summer of 1978, the writer interned with the
Georgia Education Improvement Council (GEIC) for a twelve-week
period in the capacity of research assistant. The position
required an undertaking of research in the area of vocational
education in the State of Georgia, its structural organization,
and its program of delivery. The main purpose was to gather,
analyze, and succinctly compile relevant data that would
eventually become a part of an in-depth study to be presented
to the State Legislative Subcommittee on Education. In order
to fulfill the responsibilities of the job, it was necessary to
review printed material obtained from various sources, to in-
terviev/ state officials involved in the area of vocational
education, and to attend meetings organized for the discussion
of issues regarding the direction and problems of vocational
education in Georgia.
Statement of the Problem.
The main problem confronting the staff of GEIC is the lack
of adequate office space in which to carry out their respec¬
tive tasks. Although this is not directly related to the main
function of the agency, it affects the flov/ of work performed
by the agency.
The research nature of the Council's charge and its
organizational structure make it possible for four or more
projects to be handled by the agency at any given time, each
2Ibid.
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requiring progress reports in sufficient numbers. The agency
has no separate conference or work room; it is necessary for
the staff to complete the final steps of written report
preparation (e.g. reproducing printed copy, collating, binding),
wherever possible. Often, office space of researchers, other
than the one who authors the report, has to be used for a
phase of the preparation. This includes the reception area as
well as the office space of the Council's executive director.
This overflow of activity understandably disrupts work
already in progress. Due to the cohesiveness of the group,
each staff member avails himself of helping in whatever way
possible to complete the compilation of the report at hand.
V/hlle this cooperation is commendable and absolutely necessary,
it raises a question: If the work pattern of GEIC is altered
to such an extent during the final stages of report preparation
due to limited space, how does the lack of adequate work space
affect the overall work habits, performance, and efficiency of
the agency.
III. IffiTFxODOLOGY
The case study method of' analysis was used in the study of
the staff of the Georgia Education Improvement Council, Data
collected in the study was obtained through (1) observer-
participation, (2) questionnaires, and (3) direct interviews.
The observer-participation aspect of the study provided
first-hand information about the agency's daily activity
pattern, its report preparation procedures, its method of
handling clerical work-overflow, the amount of work done out¬
side the office, the interaction among the staff members, and
the leadership style of the executive director. This infor¬
mation served as the framework for the questionnaires and the
direct interviews.
The questionnaire was used to determine staff motivation,
attitudes, perceptions, and expectations. The questionnaire,
a modified version of the preliminary scanlon plan^ survey
combined with a productivity checklist indicator for research
and development employees (See Appendix C, Part VI), was
evaluated by using three arithmetic operations to capsulize
the data: simple percentages, means, and percentage
3The scanlon plan is a productivity-improvement tool
designed to be administered organization-v/ide in an attempt to





The questionnaire was divided into six parts. Most of the
questions in Parts I through IV were "scaled to give a feeling
for the magnitude of each dimension; the higher the score, the
more positive the result."5 Parts I through IV measures joh
satisfaction, cooperation and communication, attitudes, and
performance, respectively. Part V involves the difference
scores; the smaller the score, the more positive the result.
Part V measures the perceived difference between what the work
situation is and what the staff members think it should be.
The productivity checklist indicator constitutes Part VI.
In Parts I through IV, the summed responses were divided
by the total number of people who answered the questions.
"The resulting percentages were expressed as 'those agreeing
on (the question) as a given percent’ for the agency.
further computations involved determining the mean for
each question in Parts I through IV.
. . . The total of each question category was multiplied
by the v/eight (value: 1 to 5 with five being the highest),
of each item. Then the grand total of the products was
divided by the number of returns to ascertain the average
weight. The higher the average v/eight, the greater the
level of satisfaction and alignment v/ith organizational
policy and practice. . , .7
^Brian E. Moore and Timothy L. Ross, The Scanlon V/ay
to Improved Productivity: A Practical Guide'^ (New York: John





In Part V, the purpose was to determine the difference
hetv/een "actual" and "ideal" at one point in time.
. . . The difference was . , , multiplied hy the assigned
weight (value: 1 to 7 v/ith seven being the highest) which
was the magnitude of a given attribute. The higher the
score, the greater the perceived difference. The ideal
difference score [isj zero. This , , , mean [sj an
identity of individual needs and the organizations's
ability to provide them. The scores were divided by the
total responding to make the average weight a meaningful
statistic. This mean has a range of values jfroi^ 0, which
is ideal, to 42. , . .
Part VI was a measurement using a productivity checklist
indicator. This checklist "represented judged actions by
experienced practitioners, that would be needed by high-
producing research and development employees."5 The produc¬
tivity indicator index was calculated as follows:
Productivity index = Checklist indicators comnleted^'^
Total indicators
This assessment techniques is more valuable v/hen used v;ith
a comparison over various periods. However, in this study, it
was a one-time evaluation used to determine how each employee
views his productivity as v/ell as to compare the overall
employees’ assessment of their group performance to that of
their supervisor.
The culminating data-gathering stage of the study, the
direct interviews, provided an opportunity to focus on the
problems caused by the size and design of the office facility.
^Ibid.
9paul Mali, Improving Total Productivity, (New York:
John V/iley and Sons, Inc., 1978), p. i 00,
■lOlbid.
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Attention was directed toward outlining how activity and
behavior are shaped to accommodate the office facility.
IV. ANALYSIS OP DATA AND FINDINGS
Productivity is usually defined in economic terms as being
the ratio of input to output. The need to include the white-
collar work force in productivity assessment necessitates the
broadening of the definition, "George Kuper, (a former)
acting director of the National Commission on Productivity and
V/ork Quality, thinks of productivity as a combination of
effectiveness and efficiency," Paul Mali, in Improving
Total Productivity, agrees with the effectiveness-efficiency
approach. He explains productivity as follov;s:
... It is achieving the highest results possible while
consuming the least amount of resources. Hov/ well
resources are brought together and utilized is indicated
by comparing the magnitude or volume of results (effec¬
tiveness), v/ith the magnitude and volume of resources,
often called input (efficiency).2
The effectiveness of the Georgia Education Improvement
Council's staff is measured by its ability to carry out the
tasks for which it was created (See Appendix A, Section 2);
namely: (1) its ability to provide the General Assembly with
thoroughly researched data describing the environment and
relationships that exist and are relevant to the educational
issues that are before the Legislature; and (2) the assis¬





concerns. The efficiency v/ith which GEIC carries out its
tasks is the major concern of this paper. It v/as ohserved
during the internship that various components of the staff’s
activities were, in fact, inefficient. The inefficiencies,
however, can he attributed more to the size and design of the
office facility rather than to any shortcomings of the staff.
The office suite of GEIC consists of five rooms (See
Appendix B). The reception room, located in the center of the
suite, measures approximately 12-g- feet hy 23'a feet. It serves
multifarious purposes. The two secretaries of the agency use
this area as their office. The area also houses all the
active files, as well as the photocoping machine. Since the
coffee-maker is also located here, it serves as the staff
common room for ’’chit chat" and coffee breaks. Einally, this
area also serves as the waiting room for visitors.
The executive director’s office measures 23i feet in
length, 12 feet in v;idth at one point and 23 feet at another.
This room serves a multi-purpose function. Apart from being
the main point from which the executive director carries out
his duties, it also serves as the conference room, the v/ork
room, a reference room for manuals and books, the storage room
for publications disseminated by the agency, a storage area
for boxed historic files, and a storage room for office sup¬
plies .
There are three offices for the four researchers. One
offices measures IO-5 feet by 11 feet and is adequately
furnisiied. The second office is actually a partitioned area
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which was, at one time, a part of the reception room. It
measures 104 feet hy 84 feet. Neither of these offices present
a problem in that each one serves as space for one researcher.
The third office, however, does present problems. It measures
104 feet by 12 feet and has no v/indows. This is the work area
for tv/o researchers. This room is furnished with two full-
sized desks and chairs. In addition to these items, the
office has wall-length shelving units on tv;o of its four walls
which are used as additional storage space for reference
materials,
Two problems dominate the circumstances of this third
office area; space and privacy. The physical size of the
office and furniture leave no space for free movement by the
occupants. It is, for example, impossible for either of these
two researchers to push his chair back from his desk and stand
straight up. The lack of space does not allow for this. If
one of them v/ishes to get up from his desk and leave the room,
he has to swerve his chair to the side to stand up. From that
point, there are only a few square feet to the door. The other
problem, for these two researchers is the lack of privacy. By
necessity, the tv/o desks face each other with the fronts
touching. Each researcher has his own telephone, but on or off
the telephone, deep concentration is difficult.
Because of the investigatory nature of GEIC*s charge, the
staff researchers perform a good deal of their work outside of
the office suite. Most of the staff agree that this circum¬
stance eases and sometimes prevents frustration and tension
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v/ithin the agency. The secretaries stated that they find it
difficult to get v/ork done when all or most of the researchers
(including the executive director) are in the suite. The
constant interruptions (people walking past their desks and
the distraction of hearing the confusing huzz of several
telephone conversations occurring at the same time) are
attrihutahle to the structural design of the office which does
not provide adequate space, nor does it provide a buffer for
voice volume from adjoining rooms.
The executive director’s office poses a particular
problem. As the largest room, other than the reception room,
it is large enough to accommodate sitting space for visitors.
If a private meeting is in progress, it is impossible to
utilize the other services that the room provides. If the
members need anything from the room (e.g. supplies or refer¬
ence materials), of if they have work to be done within the
room they have to wait until the meeting is concluded.
The staff reseachers are reluctant to cite particular job-
related difficulties they experience, but all indicated that
there are inconveniences. During the direct interviews for
this study, the staff members cited the following inconve¬
niences :
1. Due to the lack of space, the individLial offices do
not allow room for the storage of ready-reference
materials related to present assignments.
2. Due to the lack of space, the individual offices do
not allow room for the seating of visitors.
3. There is no central location for reference materials.
Consequently, they are difficult to find.
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4. The photocoping machine obstructs the v/alkv/aj'-.
5. Privacy and concentration are almost nonexistence5
The crowded environment of the GEIC staff, in itself,
could possibly affect the behavior and performance of the
workers. Spatial and social density research findings in
these areas are not conclusive.
Psychologist Chalsa loo, in a spatial density experiment
with children in crowded rooms, found that they "interact less
and prefer less aggressive type toj^s." According to loo,
. . . There was significantly fev/er aggressive acts in the
high-density condition than in the low-density condition,
and boys displayed significantly more aggressive- acts than
girls. ... To analyze the interaction between.density and
sex, a paired "t" test was performed to test for signifi¬
cant difference between . . . aggression in the low- and
high-density conditions for males and females separately.
V/hile aggression in girls did not significantly differ
betv/een low- and high-density, aggression in boys was
significantly higher in the lov;-density condition than in
the higher-density condition. . . ."'4
But, Corrine Hutt and M. Jane Vaizey, in a similar experi¬
ment involving social densitj'', found no significant increase
in aggression in less crowded conditions, as might be expected.
However, the children did show "progressively and significantly
less social interaction v/ith increasing group size. ”"'5
No one knows v/hat the long-range effects of crowding will
^Intervie'A' with the staff of the Georgia Education
Improvement Council, Atlanta, Georgia, 22 December 1980.
"I ^Chalsa Loo, "The Effect of Spatial Density on the
Social Behavior of Children," in Crov/ding and Behavior, ed.
Chalsa Loo (Nev/ York: Arno Press'^ 1974). r 173.
"'5corrine Hutt and H. Jane Yaizey, "Differential
Effects of Groun Density on Social Behavior," Nature (March
1366): 1372-1373.
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"be. Loo, in her cominents, outlines v/hat the possibilities
are:
, , . Aggression, if inhibited, may not remain so over a
longer period of time. Aversive stimulation such as
crowding may produce negative effects built up over time,
on the other hand, human beings may adapt to a restricting
environment over time and negative effects may decrease..!^
These st^i.dies indicate that crov/ded condtions do have some
effect on human behavior hov/ever inconclusive the findings are
regarding the long-term effects.
In the area of prductivity, the evidence of the effect of
crowding is also inconclusive. Paul Insel and Henry lindgren,
in their article, "Too Close for'Comfort," describe Stephen
Emiley’s 1975 experiment involving the reactions and general
productivity of students in varied social densities in v/hich
students who had v/orked in a high-density setting rated their
working space as being less satisfactory and felt m.ore crowded
than did those who had been assigned to a low-density setting,
"There was no difference, hov/ever, between the two groups in
the success of performing the assigned task, nor was there any
difference in their enjoyment of the experj ence. .
Smiley's study, and others like it, imply that something
in addition to the crowding factor determines the level of
productivity,
, . , There is now a sizable body of evidence to suggest
that the "feeling" of being crowded and its accompanying
loss of productivity, effectiveness, and happiness has far
^^Chalsa Loo, p. 179.
"'7paul n. Insel and Henry C. Lindgren, "Too Close for
Comfort: bhy One Person's Company is Another's Crowd,"
Isycholog-/- Today, December 1977, pp. 100-106.
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more to do with gender, mood, personality, and attitudes
toward with whom we share our space, than it has to do
with crov/ding itself. . . .
An example of such evidence is an experiment that was
undertaken hy Jeffrey D. Fisher, As described by Insel and
Lindgren,
... In 1974 . . . Fisher , . . conducted a study of
peoples attitudes toward those with v/hom they share social
space. In Fisher's experiment, undergraduates were in¬
formed that certain individuals (actually confederates of
the experimenter) had attitudes that were similar or
dissimilar to theirs. These confederates then interacted
with the subjects at one of four distances. Results
showed that in contrast to those conversing with "dissim¬
ilar" confederates, students who interacted with "similar"
confederates, judged their environment to be more aesthet¬
ically pleasant, reported feelings that they generallj'-
perceived themselves to be less crov/ded. . .
The importance of Fisher's finding is that "it seems to
indicate that when we are ph^'^sically close to the kind of
people we like, v/e are inclined to feel less crov/ded than when
we are with people who do not attract us."20
A study of adult crov/ding, done by Michael Ross from the
University of V/aterloo, and Bruce Layton, Bonnie Erickson, and
John Schopler, all from the University of North Carolina,
indicated a difference in the effect of crov/ding on males and
females.
The purpose of this experiment was to examine some of the
consequences of crowding on human behavior. Male or
female groups of eight subjects each were confined in a
crov/ded (small) room or an uncrov/ded (large) room for
either 5 or 20 minutes. During this period they discussed
a series of "choice-dilemma" problems. Affective
^Sp-bid. p. 100.
"'^insel and Lindgren, p. 101,
20 Ibid,
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Subject Interactions, Males rated themselves and others
more positivelj'- in the nncrov/ded condition; females eval-
nated themselves and others more favorably in the crov/ded
than in the uncrov/ded condition. Similarly, males tended
to gaze at others’ faces more often in the nncrov/ded room,
while females tended to engage in more facial regard in
the crov/ded room than in the nncrov/ded room. . ,
... The most salient aspect of the crowding manipulation
seems to be personal space. Males appear to have found
the interpersonal distance in the small roo too close for
comfortable interaction, while females apparently found
the interpersonal space in the large room to be too
distant. . . .22
In a similar line of thought, a research team from Georgia
State University, described in Debra Cohen’s article, "It’s
More Pleasant Being Crov/ded v/ith a V/oman," concluded through
experimentation, "that both men and v/omen react more posi¬
tively to being crov/ded v/ith v/omen than with men."25 Their
finding suggests that men, "larger, more aggressive and gener¬
ally more threatening, arouse unease at close quarters,"2^
This kind of evidence could very v/ell reflect some of the
reasons why the a.ll-male research staff of GPIC does so much
of its v/ork outside of the office suite; v/ork involving analy¬
sis, comparison, and other things that could be done in an
office setting.
Based upon the staff’s past record, it seems to adequately
2"lMichael Ross and others, "Affect, Facial Regard, and
Reactions to Crov/ding," Journal of Personality and. Social
Psychology, (October 1973): pp. 69-76.
2211311, p. 74.
23pebra Cohen, "It’s More Pleasant Being Crov/ded v/ith
a V/oman," Psychology Today, October 1977, p» 36.
2^Ibid.
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meet its objectives, even though it suffers numerous inconve¬
niences in its physical environment. The staff members, in
direct interviews and in respose to the questionnaire con¬
structed as a part of this study, indicated that their perfor¬
mance is due to motivation, leadership, and general attitudes
within the agency.
The basic motivational drive for the researchers seems to
be a desire to live up to expectations that are compatible
with the general self-concept they seem to have. The
researchers all have work backgrounds rooted in education.
All progressed from classroom teachers to principals', and two
on to superintendents. Each believes he has some expertise
that has to be demonstrated through accurate investigation and
interpretation of data in the area of education. The fact
that the information and recommendations they provide v/ill be
scrutinized by the state's highest officials compels them to
press harder for thoroughness.
In survey questions with values ranging from 1 to 5 (v/ith
five being the highest), the employees rated themselves high
in performance-related items (See Appendix C, Part IV). The
average scores in the following areas were:
Item Score
Quantity of v;ork 4,3
Quality of work 4,5
Effort put into job 4,7
The responses in the survey reflect general satisfaction
of the staff members with their jobs. In questions regarding
job satisfaction, the average response was 4,8 out of a
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possible score of 5. In Items regarding interaction within
the agency, the average score v/as 5,8.
The responses given to the questionnaire and during the
direct interviev/s seem to support Herzherg’s motivation-
hygiene theory of job attitudes.
, . . The theory was first drawn from an examination of
events in the lives of engineers and accountants. . . .
The findings of these studies . . . suggest that the
factors involved in producing job satisfaction (and
motivation) are separate and distinct from the factors
that lead to job dissatisfaction, . . .25
As Paul Pigors and Charles liyers point out in Personnel
Administration: A Point of View and a Method, according to
Herzberg's theory.
. . . factors of "job content" (what an incumbent actually
does at v;ork) have a completely different effect from
factors of "job context" (the environmental setting of
v;ork), The "job content" category - the Motivators -
include: work itself, achievement, recognition, and
responsibility'’. The Hygiene of Maintenance ("job content")
fa.ctors include: company policy, administration, technical
supervision, salary, and v/orking condition. . . ,25
Although the job context factors influence worker, their
effects are far outweighed by those of the job content. V/ith
the staff of GEIC, even though their physical work environment
is crov/ded, they continue to produce,
A series of survey questions v;ere posed to measure the dif¬
ference between hov/ the staff perceives the agency "to be" in
25prederick Herzberg, "One More Time: Mow Do You
Motivate Employees?" in Classics of Organizational Behavior
ed. halter Nateraeyer (OalTpark: Moore Publishing Companv, Inc.,
1978), p. 95. es . » »
25pa-ul Pigors and Charles A. Myers, Personnel
Administration: A Point of Yiev/ and a, MethodT^ (ilev/ York:
McGraw-Iiill,''1977), p. 102.
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reality and how it believes the agency "should be" (See
Appendix C, Part V). The higher the score, the greater the
perceived difference. Tie value range established for these
questions v/as 0, v;hich is ideal, to 42,
The staff's perceived difference between the actual and
ideal state of the agency proved to be rather small. Of all
the questions requiring a comparison, the greatest difference
score, on a scale of 0 to 42, was onl;/ 7.8. The tv/o question¬
naire items which yielded the 7,8 difference score related to
the feeling of being informed in the job situation and the
feeling of satisfactory relationships with co-v/orkers. The
item receiving the smallest difference score, thus closest to
the ideal, v/as one related to a satisfactory relationship with
the supervisor. The average score was 3.5.
Both the interview and questionnaire responses indicated
strong overall support for the leadership style provided by
the executive director. One staff member stated that the
agency's leadership is probably the underlying factor of its
level of performance. In this staff member's view, the
enthusiasm,, pride, and active participation of the executive
director encourages the entire staff to produce more.
The executive director's style of leadership is a flexible
one v/hich varies with the circumstances, and it is enhanced by
the challenge of meeting the objectives of the agency. In
matters involving administration and the agency's relationship
with other tinits in the government's organizational structure,
most decisions are made by the executive director. Hov/ever,
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the research nature of the agency enables the executive di¬
rector to delegate a great deal of authority to each researcher
to design and develop investigatory tools as each sees fit in
order to complete assignments. This type of freedom allov/s
the agency to v;ork on several problems at one time. The
executive director does keep abreast of the progress of each
assignment and provides guidance and assistance v/hen necessary.
This exchange between executive director and researcher is
strengthened by the rapport that is rooted in the relationship
at the inform*al level. He continuously provides encouragement
which benefits each staff member in his personal life as v/ell
as in his professional life.
The general consensus of the staff is that the executive
director has created a v;ork atmosphere in v;hich there is a
"sense of accomplishment and a feeling of helping to possibly''
bring about needed changes in the educational system of
Georgia."27 This atmosphere has brought about a bond of co¬
operation among the members of the staff. They have become a
cohesive unit with each member supporting the efforts of the
others. Each staff member knows exactly v/hat his responsibil¬
ities are, and he discharges these responsibilities realizing
that he, as well as the agency, will be held accountable for
any job that is less than satisfactory.
This awareness seemingly opens the lines of communication
among the staff members, therefore providing an avenue for the
27Tnterview with the staff of the Georgia Education
Improvement Council, Atlanta, Georgia, 23 December 1980.
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exchange of ideas and assistance. The answers to some of the
survey questions indicate that the workers believe that the
lines of communication within the agency are open, but concern
is also expressed about not being totally informed about the
overall operation of the agency.
Robert 1, Katz and Mark Kahn collected data from several
studies concerning the performance of a variety of v/ork groups
and the characteristics of each group's supervisor. They
concluded that there are four classes of variables which
appear to be consistently related to the productivity of an
organization. The four classes of variables are;
1. Better supervisors spent more time in planning . , ,
and actual supervision rather than in straight produc¬
tion work,
2. Better supervisors delegated more authority to others
than did poorer supervisors.
3. The more effective supervisors enjoyed more support
from their subordinates and gave more attention to
creating employee motivation,
4. The supervisors of the more effective groups had v;ork
units which developed greater cohesiveness among the
members than those groups doing a less effective
job.28
The characteristics that were summarized by Kahn and Katz
are clearly some of the characteristics of GEIC's leadership.
But while the agency’s leadership raises the level of perfor¬
mance, the capacity to increase the agency’s efficiency is
hindered by the spatial limitations of the office facility.
Time is wasted v/hile v/aiting for conferences and important
28Robert Dublin, Leadershin and Productivity, (San
Francisco: Chandler Publishing Co,, 1965), p. 78.
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telephone conversations to he conclnded so that supplies can
he obtained from the executive director’s office. Time is
also wasted while looking for reference materials that would
ideally he located in one central area, which, because of the
spatial problem, are shelved throughout the suite.
Until recently, an even greater inconvenience was present
at GEIC. The staff had no photocoping machine. V/henever it
was necessary to reproduce materials, even file copies of
correspondence, the documents had to he taken to the Depart¬
ment of Forestry located on the floor below GEIC. Since the
Department of Forestry copies its own material, as well as
providing this service for others in the building, it works on
a first-come, first-served basis. This often results in a
long waiting period in addition to the time it takes to carry
the documents to and from the Forestry Department. The agency
now has its ov/n photocopying machine, but its presence nov/
adds to the congestion in the office.
These examples of wasted time caused by waiting for access
to office supplies and work areas affect the overall produc¬
tivity-performance of the agency. According to V/illlam M.
Aiken, in an article "V/ork Measurement and Incentives,” ’’the
typical v/hite-collar worker’s productivity ranges between 50
and 60 percent when there is no measurement of productivity.
Increases to 90 percent are possible v/hen measurement and good
29v/illiam M. Aiken, ”V/ork Measurement and Incentives,"
in Handbook of Business Administration, ed. H.B. Maynard (Nev/
Yorkl McGravz-Hill, 1967), p. 136.
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management are applied.50 information supplied by the GEIC
staff members on a productivity checklist v/as applied to a
productivity index formula to obtain a productivity rating.
The staff’s overall productivity rating was 80 percent. The
individual ratings were: 60, 65, 70, 90, 95, and 100 percent.
The productivity checklist represented actions ’’that would
be needed by high-producing research and development employ-
11
ees.”-^ The productivity index rating was calculated as
follows:
Productivity index ra.ting = Checklist indicators completed5^
Total indicators
The question producing the lowest response in the productivity
checklist was one that dealt with the efficient utilization of
employee time. Out of six individuals, only one indicated
that he uses his time efficiently.
The executive director of GEIC was asked to provide the
same information about each individual working under his
supervision. His assessment, v/hen applied to the productivity
index formula, resulted in an individual employee rating of
100 percent for each v/orker, thus a 100 percent overall pro¬
ductivity rating for the entire agency.
The difference betv/een the 80 percent overall productivity





given by the executive director is likely a reflection of the
position into which each individual was placed when confronted
with the qiiestionnaire, The staff menibers were allowed some
sense of anonymity. They were directed not to sign their
names on their questionnaires. Each person filled in his
responses at his convenience and put his completed question¬
naire into an envelope identical to those supplied to the
other staff members. These envelopes were then left with one
of the secretaries and later picked up for scoring. This
arrangement made it possible for onl.y the individual and the
scorer to see the answers given. Since no names were supplied,
the persons responding could not be identified by the scorer.
On the other hand, the executive director could not be pro¬
vided a sense of anonymity. His questionnaire (See Appendix
D) was set up specifically for him in his official capacity as
executive director. His responses probably reflect the pride
he takes in his agency and his expectations of its members
rather than an unbiased evaluation of individual traits.
y. CONCLUSION
The Georgia Education Improvement Council is an entity
v/hich accomplishes its objectives of investigating present
educational problems in Georgia, identifying long-range
educational needs in the state, and assisting public and
private nonprofit organizations that are concerned with educa¬
tion. However, the efficiency with which the agency reaches
its objectives is enciimbered by the environmental limitations
of inadequate space. The office size and design create incon¬
veniences v/hich negatively affect the daily "in-house" activ¬
ities of the agency. The lack of proper storage space and
adequate v/ork spa.ce cause significa.nt delays resulting in
va.luable time being spent in searching for materials and
waiting for access to existing work space and supplies.
Privacy and concentration within the office suite are practi¬
cally nonexistent creating a source of mild tension among the
staff.
The interviews and responses to questionnaire items in¬
volving interaction among the staff members affirm that some
tension does, in fact, exist. However, the overall positiv'e
attitude rating reflecting interaction is slightly above the
assigned value of "average," This suggests that while mild
tension is present, the general attitude of the employees
toward each other and their work has not been grc3.tly affected.
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This could he due to the fact that the research nature of the
agenoy allov/s the researchers varying amounts of time outside
the confines of the office suite, thus providing opportunities
for the tension to be periodically relieved.
Despite the crowded offioe oonditions and the presence of
tension, the agency continues to attain its objectives. The
findings of this studjr suggest that this is due to each indi¬
vidual staff member's motivation v/hioh is based upon self¬
esteem and accomplishment, and effective leadership v/hich
generates enthusiasm and support. It is not certain, hov/ever,
what the long-range effects of the situation v/ill be since no
long-term studies have been made involving the influence that
crowding has on performance-produotivity and the fact that the
development of oonditions at the Georgia Education Improvement
Council are relativelj'- recent.
VI. RECOMI'ffiNMTIONS
In light of the fact that the findings indicate a loss of
agency efficiency caused ty the spatial limitations of the
v;ork environment of the Georgia Education Improvemtment
Council, the follov/ing recommendations are made:
1. Extend the office suite to include adjoining offices
that are presently occupied hy a neighboring agency.
(The neighboring agency is scheduled to move to
another location.)
2. Provide a separate office for each rearcher, a
separate room for conferences, and a. separate room for
storage.
3. Establish a centralized location for general reference
materials and provide an adequate v/ork area.
4. Hire a part-time clerical typist to assist the staff






GEORGIA EDUCATION IPIPROVEMENT COUNCIL
No. 984 (Senate Bill No. 198)
An Act creating the Georgia Education Improvernent Council and
providing for appointment of members thereof; to provide
for terms of members; to provide for ex-officio members;
to define the purpose and function of the Council; to pro¬
vide for organisation and meetings of the Council; to pro¬
vide for office space, and for employment of staff and
consultants needed from funds made available to the Coun¬
cil; to provide for payment of per diem and reimbursement
for expenses; to reneal conflicting lav/s; and for other
purposes.
Be it enacted by the General Assembly of Georgia:
Section 1 . To assure continued Statev/ide interest in a
motivational force for the continued improvement of education¬
al opportunities in Georgia, there is hereby'- created the
Georgia Education Improvement Council v/hich shall be composed
of twelve (12) members, two (2) of whom shall not have voting
rights. The members are as follows: The Chairman of the State
Board of Education, the Chairman of the State Board of Regents,
the Chairman of the Education Committee of the House of Renre-
sentatives, the Chairman of the Educational Matters Committee
of the Senate, the State Superintendent of Schools, the
Chancellor of the University System of Georgia, and six influ¬
ential and respected citizens from the State at large who have
demonstrated knowledge of and interest in the educational op¬
portunities of and the long-range educational problems con¬
fronting the State of Georgia and its citizens, to be anpointed
by the Governor for a four year term, except that initially
tv/o persons shall be appointed for one (1) year terras, two
persons for tv/o (2) year terms, one person for a three (3)
year term, and one person for a four (4) year term, each of the
said initial terms to date from July 1, 1964. Council members
appointed from the public at large shall hold office for the
term of their appointment and until their successors are
appointed and qualify, and shall be eligible for reappointment.
The State Superintendent of Schools and the Chancellor of the
University System of Georgia shall have no voting rights.
Section 2. It shall be the purpose and function of the
Council to study the constantly changing long-range education¬
al needs in Georgia at all levels of education in Georgia and
to advise, assist and cooperate closely with the Governor, the
General Assembly, the State Board of Education, the State
Board of Regents, and other appropriate agencies, both public
and private, in developing plans and programs for meeting
these educational needs, and the public educational institu¬
tions and agencies in Georgia and such public educational
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bodies shall cooperate and work with the Council and provide
the Council, upon request, such information and assistance as
may be practicable and helpful to the Council in performing
its purpose and function.
Section 3. The Council shall hold its first meeting as
soon as practicable after formation and upon the call of the
temporary chairman to be appointed by the Governor, and shall,
at its first meeting elect a chairman, and proceed to organize
itself in such manner as shall best be conducive to the accom¬
plishment of its purpose and function. The Council shall meet
at such regular times as it shall prescribe and upon call of
the chairman or upon request to the chairman of a majority of
the members of the Council,
Section 4. The Governor shall provide the Council with
such office space as may be necessary for the Council to per¬
form its purposes and functions and the Council shall be
authorized to employ such staff and consultants as may be
reasonably necessary to carry out the purposes and functions
of the Council from such funds as may be made available to the
Council. Appointive members of the Council, and the members
of the Council from the General Assembly, shall be entitled to
receive per diem of tv/enty ($20.00) dollars for every day
traveling to and from and in attendance at meetings of func¬
tions of the Council, plus reimbursement for actual expenses
necessarily incurred therev/ith. The other members of the
Council shall not be entitled to receive per diem but shall be
entitled to receive reimbursement for actual expenses neces¬
sarily Incurred in connection v;ith attendance at meetings or
functions of the Council. Provided, nevertheless, that the
funds for the Georgia Education Improvement Council shall be
such only as are appropriated by separate line item by the
General Assembly of Georgia based upon a budget request of
such Council. In the event that any member of the Council is
an officer or employee of any other branch of State Government
he shall be compensated from the funds appropriated for the
operation of that branch of which he is an employee or member.
V/hen such member is so compensated out of funds other than
those appropriated to the Council, the Department or Agency
paying such compensation shall notify the Budget Director and
the State Treasurer and the appropriation of said Council shall
be reduced in a like amount.
Section 5. All laws and parts of laws in conflict with
this Act are hereby renealed.
Approved March 18, 1964.
APPENDIX B





DO NOT SIGN YOUR NAivS
In order to complete the paper on my internship v;ith the
Georgia Education Improvement Council, I ask your cooperation.
Please ansv/er the follov/ing questions as candidly as possible.
The information you provide v/ill remain confidential and v/ill,
in no v/ay, be quoted on an individual basis. All answers will
be summarized based upon the total responses given by the
entire staff.











3. Hov/ do you feel about your very dissatisfied




2. All in all, hov; satisfied are
you with this agency?
1. All in all, how satisfied are
you with your job?
4. Hov; satisfied would you se.y











Hov; satisfied are you v;ith
your supervisor?
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PART V ABOUT YOUR V/ORK You are asked to give tv/o ratings:
Circle one number for each of the two follov;ing
points.)
a. How much is there now connected v/itli your job?
b. Hov/ much do you think should be connected with your
job?
1. The opportunity for participating
methods, and procedures
1. How much is there now?
2. How much should there be?
in the setting of goals,
uli'i VAY
1 2 3 4 5 6 'Y
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The interest from the work itself
1 . Hov/ much is there now?
2. How much should there be?
yjp MAX
‘1 ' 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. The feeling of a satisfactory relationship with my
supervisor
MIN
1 . How much is there nov;? 1 2 3 4 5




4. The feeling of worthv/hile accomplishment in my job
MIN MAX
1 . PIov/ much is there now? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. How much should there be? ■] 234567
5. The feeling of satisfactory relationships v/ith my
co-v/orkers
1. How much is there now?











6. The feeling of being informed in my job
MIN
1 . How much is there now? 2








7. The feeling of pride I have in the agency
1 . How much is there now?









PART II COOPEPATIOR AND COMITIRIICATIOR (Circle One)
LOW AVG
1 . Hov/ v/ould ^/ou rate cooperation 12 3
among the agency’s staff memhers?
2. Hov; Vv'onld you rate comniunica.tion 12 3
among the agency’s staff memhers?
PART III ATTITUDES TOv/ARD SUGGESTION ilAKING (Check One)
1 . Are people around here v;illing , never







2. Are people around here v;illing never
to accept suggestions others seldom
make? sometimes
willing
very v/illing3.Does your supervisor ask 3rour never
opinion when a prohlem comes seldom
up that involves j^our work? sometimes
often
alv/ays4.Hov; often do you offer never
suggestions about improving seldom
the operations of your job, sometimes
work a.rea, or agency? often
very often
part IV PERFORMANCE (Circle One)
Hov; would you rate 3/ourself on the follov;ing dimensions?
Qu3,ntit3/ of v;ork
Quality of work
Effort put into job
LCV/ AVG HIGH
1 2 3 4 5
12345
1 2 3 4 5
378.The feeling of securit3'- In mj'- job
MIN MAX
1 . How mnch is there now? 1 2 3 4 5 6 72.How much should there be? 1 254567
PART YI PRODUCTIVITY CHECKLIST INDICATOR (Place a checkmark
in the blank beside each of the characteristics you
believe describes j'^ou.)
1. Looks for improvement
2. Has record of accomplishments
3. Learns a nev/ assignment quickly
4. Has a strong v/ill to v;ork, keeps busy
5. Has good work habits •
6. Has a strong sense of commitment to
completing work
7. Is cooperative in teamwork
8. Is open to ideas and listens well
9. Uses time efficiently
10. Takes initiative to do things
11. Is open-minded
12. Has a strong sense of urgency15.Gets satisfaction from a job well done
14. Oontribirtes beyond v/hat is expected
15. Knows the job v/ell
16. Sees things to be done and takes action
17. Is considered vo.liiable by supervisor
18. Interacts effectiveljr v/ith other people
19. Understands organizations and their
objectives





Consider separately each of the six employees r.nder your
supervision. Using checkmarks, indicate in the columns helov;
which of the listed characteristics you "believe descri"be each
nerson. DO NOT GIVE ANY NINES.
EIIPLOYEES
12 3 4 5 6
1. Looks for improvement
2. Has record of accomplishments
3. Learns a new assignment
quickly
4. Has a strong will to work,
keeps "busy
5. Has good v;ork ha"bits
6. Has a strong sense of commit¬
ment to completing work
7. Is cooperative in teamv/ork
8. Is open to ideas and listens
well
9. Uses time well
10. Takes initiative to do things
11. Is open-minded
12. Has a strong sense of urgency
13. Gets satisfaction from a job
well done
14. Contribiites beyond v/hat is
expected.
15. Ihiov/s the job v/ell
16. Sees things to be done and
takes action
40
17. Is considered valuable bj'-
supervisor




20. Believes in a fair day's v/or
for a fair day's pay
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